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eInfraCentral 

The mission of eInfraCentral is to “ensure that by 2020 a broader and more varied set of users dis-
covers and accesses the existing and emerging e-Infrastructure capacity and e-Infrastructure Ser-
vices”. The aim is to structure an open and guided discussion between e-Infrastructures to consen-
sually define a common catalogue for their services. Based on the bottom-up consultation process, 
eInfraCentral designed, developed and deployed a service gateway for end-users to browse to the 
catalogue of services and solve the “last mile” problem.  

The eInfraCentral Gateway aims at offering end-users a central entry point/gateway to a harmonized 
and aggregated service catalogue and an additional distribution channel to e-infrastructures services 
offered disparately by each e-Infrastructure or other aggregators, including service-level targets and 
end-user ratings. 

Each of those e-Infrastructures may have their own service catalogue, perhaps with customer views 
and internal views, and, potentially, service portfolios. eInfraCentral intends to harmonise the parts 
of the service description aiming to create a homogenised customer view of the individual service 
catalogues and impact, to the extent possible, the deployment of full service portfolios; so, any in-
formation which might be considered internal view to a service description is not of direct interest to 
eInfraCentral.  

Crucial in achieving the eInfraCentral goal is, among others, a) describing and b) exchanging service-
related information to allow for increase in accessibility, discoverability, interoperability, aggrega-
tion, monitoring and comparison of services and thus their uptake and to allow for enhancing the 
understanding of gaps and improvements that could be delivered by e-infrastructure services. eIn-
fraCentral, therefore, is focusing much of its efforts in those directions. 

In this respect, eInfraCentral has worked in its first phase closely with the European e-Infrastructure 
flagship initiatives EGI, EUDAT, GÉANT, OpenAIRE and PRACE and currently also with EOSCPilot, 
EOSC-Hub and OpenAIRE Advance as well as 30+ other e-Infrastructure Service Providers. 

From this process, eInfraCentral has devised a complete Service Description Template for an entry in 
a Service Portfolio in case an e-Infrastructure would like to take up and incorporate it in their Service 
Management Processes. In this trajectory, eInfraCentral is conducting an assessment procedure to 
evaluate the Service Catalogue maturity of the operating e-Infrastructures.  
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1. Overall Benchmarking Results  

The methodology used for the benchmarking of the service providers was introduced by JNP in eIn-
fraCentral with sole purpose to improve the “service readiness” of e-Infrastructure service providers. 
By taking part in the benchmarking, a service provider is awarded with a label based on 41 quality 
indicators assessed by 3 independent reviewers. 

This report presents the results of the benchmarking analysis of Service Provider Name based on its 
public website and its services descriptions in the eInfraCentral Gateway. Furthermore, a compari-
son to other service providers is provided and general recommendations for the benchmarked ser-
vice provider to improve its service catalogue and related processes. 

Collected data and this benchmarking report are treated with absolute confidentiality and will not 
be made available to any other third party, unless the service provider has agreed beforehand in 
written manner. It is the sole decision of the service provider to publish the report or parts of it.  

Based on the benchmarking exercise Service Provider Name has gained: 

 

83% of Service Catalogue Maturity Score 
 

As an overall result of the assessment the reviewers recommend the award of the “Service Cata-
logue Maturity Label (Quality Label) Mature Stage (or Platinum Label)” to Service Provider Name.  

The table on the next page presents an overview of the assessment results for the service catalogue 
maturity. Indicators marked “Green” reflect excellent performance and indicators marked “Yellow” 
good performance with room for improvement. Indicators marked “Red” reflect areas where signifi-
cant weaknesses still exist. For certain indicators minimal criteria need to be fulfilled.  

Further improvements are seen necessary if the service provider aims to reach higher service cata-
logue maturity. Recommendations for improvement actions are presented for selected indicators in 
following sections of this report. 

Figure 1 summarizes the performance of Service Provider Name compared to the benchmark on the 
basis of a 5 pillar analysis1. In order for the Service Provider Name to raise the service catalogue ma-
turity assessment to a higher level, it needs to implement a number of actions as they are proposed 
in the following sections. 

 

 

                                                            
1 Two additional pillars (Service Level Targets and Performance Information and Advanced Registration and Synchronisa-

tion of Service-related Information) are not yet included in the graph since this is work in progress for service providers. 
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Figure 1: Overall Performance compared to Benchmark 

Table 1: Overall Benchmarking Results 

 Green Yellow Red 

Public Availability of Service Catalogue 

Link to Services in landing page of own site    

Service Catalogue in own site    

 Basic Service Information 

Service IDs    

Service URLs    

Service Provider Name    

Service Names    

Service Taglines    

Service Descriptions    

Service Options    

Target Users    

User Value    

User Base    

Service Symbols    

Service Multimedia    

Service Classification  Information 

Service Versions    

Service Last Updates    

Service Change logs    

Service Valid for    

Service Life Cycle Status    

Service TLR    

Service Categories    

Service Subcategories    

Service Places    

Service Languages    

Service Tags    

Required Services    

Related Services    

Service Support Information 

Service Order    

Service Helpdesk    

Service User Manual    

Service Training Information     

Service Feedback    

Service Contractual Information 

Service Price    

Service Level Agreement    

Service Terms of Use    

Service Funding    

Service Level Targets and Performance Information 

Service Availability    

Service Reliability    

Service Durability or Serviceability or Maintainability    

Indicator Value Measurement of Other Indicator    

Advanced Registration and Synchronisation of Service-related Information 

Registration and Synchronization of Service Description    



 

 

through an Application Programming Interface 

 

2. Recommendations  

In order to further improve the service catalogue maturity of Service Provider Name the recom-
mendations presented below might be considered. The recommendations focus only on indicators 
that are characterized as “Yellow” or “Red”. The order of presentation does not indicate any order of 
significance.  

The assessment was concluded on a basis of seven pillars. These are: Public Availability of a Service 
Catalogue, Basic Service Information, Service Classification Information, Service Support Information, 
Service Contractual Information, Service Level Targets and Performance Information and Advanced 
Registration and Synchronisation of Service-related Information. 

The recommendations in this document should be read and complemented with the Service Descrip-
tion Template (SDT) that may be downloaded from Gitbook and directly in PDF format, in MS Word 
format and a complementary tool in MS Excel format. The SDT offers additional recommendations 
and best examples of the values of all service attributes. Those recommendations are not repeated 
hereafter. 

 

2.1 Recommendations  on “Public Availability of Service Catalogue”  

As depicted Figure 2, Service Provider Name has a link to services in its landing page or a service 
catalogue in its public site. The existence of both is essential for every service providers as without 
them the customer can’t shape a clear an accurate view about the services provided.  

 

 
Figure 2: Public Availability of Service Catalogue Indicators 

 

2.2 Recommendations  on “Basic Service Information”  

As depicted in Figure 3, Service Provider Name performs “green” on nine out of the twelve indica-
tors of the category Basic Service Information.  

Service Provider Name may provide the Service Options, Service Multimedia and the User Base for 
all its Services.  

The Service Option is defined as a high-level description of the various options or forms in which the 
service can be instantiated and is a non-exhaustive description in one paragraph without bullets or 
rich HTML in order to capture the customer’s interest.  

The Service Multimedia is defined as the URL to the multimedia material of the service (screenshots 
or videos) and it can provide a better visual result to end users.  

The User Base is defined as the list of customers, communities, users, etc. using the service.  
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Figure 3: Basic Service Information Indicators 

 

2.3 Recommendations on “Service Classification Information”  

As depicted in Figure 4, Service Provider Name performs “green” on six out of the thirteen indica-
tors of the category Service Classification Information.  

For improvement, the Service Version and Service Subcategory should be filled in for all services. The 
Service version informs the end users about the service version that is in force. In this way, the end 
user will always be informed about the changes that took place since the last time the service was 
used. The Service Subcategory should be filled to provide a more detailed classification of the ser-
vices. 

The Service Last Update should be filled with the date when the updated version became available 
to users, the Service Change Log, with features added in the last and previous versions and the Ser-
vice Valid for should be filled with the date up to when the service is valid for.  

It is also recommended to fill the Required Services if a service requires other services when instan-
tiated or add none and the Related Services to present to an end-user other services that are com-
monly used with this service. 
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Figure 4: Service Classification Indicators 

 

2.4 Recommendations on “Service Support Information”  

As depicted in Figure 5, Service Provider Name performs “green” on four out of the five indicators 
of the category Service Support Information.  

Service Provider Name may create User Manuals for all services to inform the customers with ana-
lytical instructions about the function of its services.  

 

 
Figure 5: Service Support Information Indicators 
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2.6 Recommendations on “Service Contractual Information”  

As it depicted in Figure 6, Service Provider Name performs “green” in four out of the four indicators 
of the category Service Support Information and there are no further recommendations than those 
presented in the SDT.  

 

 
Figure 6: Service Contractual Information Indicators 

 

2.5 Recommendations on “Service Level Targets and Performance Information ” 

Service Provider Name performs “red” in the availability, reliability and serviceability/durability indi-
cators and has not provided other indicators related to the performance of their services. 

Service Availability is the fraction of a time period that an item is in a condition to perform its in-
tended function upon demand; availability is often expressed as a probability. 
Service Reliability is the probability that an item will function without failure under stated conditions 
for a specified amount of time. “Stated conditions” indicate perquisite conditions external to the 
item being considered.  
Serviceability is the probability that an item will be retained in, or restored to, a condition to perform 
its intended function within a specified period of time and Durability is the ability of a physical prod-
uct to remain functional, without requiring excessive maintenance or repair, when faced with the 
challenges of normal operation over its design lifetime. 
With those three indicators, the most important attributes of the service performance of relevance 
to end-users can be exposed in a harmonized and common way for hardware, software or data ser-
vices.  

 

2.6 Recommendations on “Advanced Registration and Synchronisation of Ser-
vice-related Information” 

Service Provider Name has not implemented yet the Advanced Registration and Synchronisation of 
Service-related Information functionality and API. It’s recommended to deploy the API to allow for 
the automised registration and update functions among the service provider and aggregators like 
eInfraCentral. 
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